The Dynamics of Personality States, Goals, and Well-Being
The authors examine the within-individual dynamics of Big-5 personality states over time in people's daily lives. They focus on the magnitude of this within-individual variability, and the associations between personality states, short-term goals, and subjective well-being states. A total of 101 undergraduate students participated in a 10-day interval-contingent diary study. The authors' findings, based on multilevel procedures, establish a considerable amount of within-individual variability that is both (a) equal or larger than that observed between individuals and (b) larger or similar to other constructs assessed with a state approach (e.g., self-esteem and mood). In addition, both neuroticism and extraversion states are systematically related to the short-term pursuit of approach-avoidance goals. Finally, support was obtained for the mediating role of both neuroticism and extraversion states of the association between goals and subjective well-being. In sum, the authors' findings testify to the importance and utility of studying withinindividual variability in personality states over time.
Keywords: personality; personality dynamics; goals; wellbeing; diary study F ew personality psychologists today would disagree that although people show substantial behavioral stability, they are also capable of adapting or reacting over short periods of time (Brown & Moskowitz, 1998; Funder, 2001) . However, with a few important exceptions, these temporal dynamics have largely been ignored (Biesanz, West, & Kwok, 2003; Fleeson, 2001; Kernis & Waschull, 1995) . That is, short-term variability in personality has been treated predominantly as error variance, rather than as meaningful intra-individual dynamics.
human functioning. Basic processes such as construal, adaptation, and self-regulation are of great interest in psychology in general and in personality psychology in particular (Funder, 2001) . Indeed, such processes are at the core of a recent conceptual development in personality focusing on personality states (Fleeson, Malanos, & Achille, 2002) .
Personality states are the counterparts of personality traits. That is, they are short-term, concrete patterns of acting, feeling, and thinking compared to the more abstract and enduring trait conceptions. Put simply, states represent behavioral syndromes that indicate what the person as a whole is doing at present (Fleeson & Leicht, 2006 ). States can be described or assessed using the same content as traits (e.g., self-esteem, locus of control, and Big 5; see also the detailed description in the next section), but within a much shorter time frame. Traits can be largely conceptualized as a frequency distribution of a large number of their corresponding states that are observed repeatedly over time (Buss & Craik, 1983) . In support of this density distribution approach, recent findings suggest that people show substantial within-individual variability in their distributions of personality states. For example, a person can act highly extraverted in one occasion and highly introverted in a different occasion. Moreover, findings further indicate that individuals' distribution parameters such as central tendency and variability are stable over time (Fleeson, 2001) .
Conceptually, states and traits are closely linked to each other. According to the Action Frequency Approach (Buss & Craik, 1983) , for example, personality dispositions are conceptualized as cognitive categories of prototypical acts that are anchored in the everyday acts of persons. Thus, within this approach, trait assessments constitute summary statements about the frequency of discrete acts over time. Similarly, a person's standing on a trait can be viewed as the accumulation of that person's standing across many states. On the flip side, a state can be viewed as a manifestation of a trait: A trait becomes realized or present through the enactment of the corresponding state (Fleeson et al., 2002) . However, the extent of isomorphism between states and traits and the exact nature of personality states is yet unknown. In the current study, we examine the meaning of these personality states, including their basic properties, such as the magnitude of their variability and the motivational and wellbeing constructs that covary with them.
INTRA-INDIVIDUAL VARIABILITY IN PERSONALITY STATES
Our focus on dynamic personality states introduces the question: Over which dimension should this within-person variability be investigated? Several dimensions of stability or change can be examined (Nesselroade & Boker, 1991; West, 2003) , and as such, approximately 40 years ago Cattell (1966) argued for a sophisticated system of 10 basic dimensions of personality data. This work was later elegantly simplified by Ozer (1986) , who introduced a fourdimension framework of persons, situations, responses (measures or constructs), and time. However, as noted by Ozer himself, the study of all four of these dimensions and their combinations (e.g., Persons × Responses, Time × Situations) can yield many different types of conceptualizations of consistency and, in fact, represents a fullfledged program of research for the field of personality. Thus, given the daunting magnitude of a comprehensive examination of consistency and the limited resources of any single research project, researchers often pragmatically collapse across dimensions (Nesselroade & Boker, 1991; West, 2003) .
In the current study we investigate the short-term temporal consistency of the Big-5 personality states, essentially collapsing across situations.
1 Barring a few notable exceptions to be reviewed below (e.g., Biesanz & West, 2000; Eizenman, Nesselroade, Featherman, & Rowe, 1997; Fleeson, 2001; Kernis & Waschull, 1995) , personality research to date has relied on single-or twoshot measurements (Biesanz et al., 2003) . We believe this has been an oversight because this practice ignores rapid changes in personality states that occur naturally in people's daily lives. In what follows, we review the limited existing evidence that suggests the importance of assessing personality states as they unfold over time across a variety of constructs.
First, Biesanz and West (2000) have shown across two studies that the temporal stability of response patterns to trait adjectives (i.e., personality coherence) moderated the level of self-other profile agreement, as well as agreement between informants. In a second example, Eizenman et al. (1997) demonstrated in an elderly population that the amount of within-person variability across weekly measures of locus of control predicted mortality status 5 years later. Specifically, individuals who were less variable had a higher probability of being alive a few years later compared to their more variable peers.
Another important line of research examining shortterm fluctuations in personality is that of state self-esteem. Kernis and his colleague (Kernis & Waschull, 1995) emphasize the importance of examining the variability within state self-esteem ratings-in addition to the meanlevel information-for providing a more complete understanding of the self-esteem process. Within this framework, the magnitude of short-term fluctuations in self-esteem is directly assessed by obtaining multiple momentary assessments of self-esteem in natural settings and then computing the standard deviation of the scores across these repeated assessments (for a review, see Kernis & Waschull, 1995) . These authors provide compelling evidence that this parameter of variability in self-esteem does not merely reflect measurement error or random fluctuations. Instead, the variablility in self-esteem is useful for the prediction of a wide range of psychological phenomena, including anger proneness, intrinsic motivation, depressive symptoms, and reactivity to daily events (Greenier et al., 1999; Kernis & Waschull, 1995) .
Of even greater relevance to our study is the recent work conducted by Fleeson (2001) focusing on the Big 5. As described above, he introduced the density distribution approach to traits, which involves the assessment of personality states repeatedly over time. In a series of diary studies, he showed the existence of sizable within-individual variability (quantified as the mean of the within-individual standard deviations) that was larger than the variability between individuals on the Big 5 and just as large as the variability in mood (i.e., Positive Affect and Negative Affect; PA and NA, respectively). In addition, preliminary analyses indicated that the time of day and the number of others present act as antecedents of variability in extraversion. In sum, these studies suggest that the study of withinsubject variability for personality constructs over time is important and that we have just begun to understand the nature and meaning of this temporal variability.
THE CURRENT STUDY
This study seeks to extend our knowledge of the temporal dynamics of personality states in two ways. First, we will assess the magnitude of within-individual variability in personality states more accurately with more appropriate analytical tools that were not available previously (i.e., multilevel modeling) and with additional comparison variables (i.e., self-esteem, life satisfaction). Importantly, we will assess how much of the variability in (latent) personality states lies at the within-individual level compared to the between-individual level after controlling for the effect of measurement error on both estimates. Documenting the existence of variability in personality states is a necessary step before examining intra-individual associations within a multilevel modeling framework. Second, we will examine the meaning of personality states by examining their associations with goals and well-being. This will also serve to further establish the nomological net of personality states as a substantive construct.
In what follows, we discuss the evidence and rationale for links between personality states and both short-term goals and well-being. In general, we predict that similar associations will be found for states and traits based on the density distribution approach and its fundamental principle of similarity between states and traits. Given the small literature examining within-subjects associations, we will continue by reviewing the existing relevant between-subject findings. However, we emphasize that between-subjects findings are not necessarily reflective of within-person processes. Although researchers tend to confuse these two types of analyses, within-and between-subjects analyses are both statistically and conceptually independent from each other, and betweenperson processes cannot automatically be assumed to reflect accurately on within-person processes (DeLongis, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1988) .
Taken together, the conceptual arguments and empirical studies reviewed above suggest that there is a considerable amount of within-individual variability in personality states over time. Consequently, we hypothesize the following:
Hypothesis 1 (H-1): Individuals will show substantial variation in their levels of Big-5 personality states over a period of 10 days.
Goals and Personality States
This notion that personality states vary within individuals raises the question: What gives rise to this within-person variability? Identifying the antecedents of within-person variability is important for understanding the nature of dynamic fluctuations in personality states. Moreover, as mentioned earlier, it is important in demonstrating that personality states represent meaningful variations rather than just measurement error. A primary candidate is the motivational construct of personal goals.
Goals are defined as mental representations of desired states or outcomes and, thus, perform an important selfregulatory function (Austin & Vancouver, 1996) such that the discrepancy between the desired and current states directs or guides behavior and effort to reach the goal (Bandura, 1991; Locke & Latham, 1990) . A fundamental structural dimension of goals is the approachavoidance distinction, which has shown to be relevant to goals conceptualized at different levels of abstraction from global motives to rudimentary reflexes (Elliot & Friedman, 2006) . Put simply, approach and avoidance goals differ as a function of the valence associated with the outcome: With approach goals, the focus is on pursuing a positive outcome, whereas avoidance goals focus effort and attention toward avoiding a negative outcome (Elliot & Thrash, 2002) . These two goal types can evoke different affective, cognitive, and behavioral response patterns Elliot & Friedman, 2006) .
The links between goals and personality traits have been subject to between-subjects empirical investigation.
For example, Little, Lecci, and Watkinson (1992) identified interrelationships between the Big-5 model and both the academic and interpersonal projects pursued by undergraduates in their first term of university. Of greater relevance for our purpose here, Elliot, Sheldon, and their colleagues (Elliot, Sheldon, & Church, 1997; Elliot & Thrash, 2002) have shown that approach and avoidance goals are associated with different personality constructs. Specifically, neuroticism and extraversion have been shown to be associated with avoidance and approach goals, respectively.
Although this research has been useful for identifying antecedents and consequences of approach and avoidance goals, the aforementioned studies have been limited by a focus on relatively long-term goals (e.g., those pursued over the course of a semester) and betweensubjects designs. Although it is unclear whether approach or avoidance personal goals pursued over a short period of time would show similar associations with personality states in a within-subject design, based on the isomorphism principle, we predict that these between-subject associations will also apply at the within-subject level. However, we would like to highlight an additional causal direction to the one shown at the betweensubjects level. Whereas in the between-subjects analyses personality traits are typically viewed as antecedents of goals, we argue here also for the operation of the reverse causal sequence: short-term goals predicting personality states (for a similar suggestion, see also Brown & Moskowitz, 1998; Fleeson, 2001 ).
As described above, goals play a fundamental role in the self-regulation process in both energizing and directing behavior. Goals research further reveals that approach versus avoidance goals can evoke and sustain very different cognitive processes such as biased attention and search and recall of positive or negative information, respectively (for a review, see Elliot & Friedman, 2006) . Moreover, the two types of goals with their focus on either positive or negative possibilities can also evoke different emotional reactions such as excitement and enthusiasm versus anxiety and worry, respectively (Elliot & McGregor, 1999) . These cognitive and emotional processes, in turn, can influence dynamic shifts in self-views within the wide array of knowledge that constitutes one's self-concept (e.g., Fazio, Effrein, & Falender, 1981; Kunda & Sanitioso, 1989; Sanitioso, Kunda, & Fong, 1990 ).
Because we all possess memories and self-conceptions of being shy and outgoing, anxious and emotionally stable, our neuroticism and extraversion levels at any given moment may depend on the relative salience of these different memories and conceptions. Thus, a person pursuing an approach goal (e.g., making friends at a party), for example, is likely to bring to mind other instances of assertive, confident, and sociable behaviors, and thereby to temporarily raise his or her state extraversion levels to facilitate goal progress and attainment.
Support for these ideas can be found in work by Kunda and Sanitioso (1989) and their colleagues showing in a series of experiments a process of motivated change in self-concept in which self-ratings of extraversion were influenced by the perceived desirability of this trait for academic or occupational success. Presumably, the overarching goal to view the self in desired terms has led to a biased memory search (e.g., remembering only one's highly extraverted behaviors, such as when attending social events), leading to the activation of those selfconceptions that matched the currently desired self-image as either an extravert or an introvert (Kunda & Sanitioso, 1989; Sanitioso et al., 1990) . As expected, the activation of differential memories and self-conceptions, in turn, influenced self-ratings of extraversion levels.
To summarize, we argue that in the service of goal achievement, people either volitionally or automatically recruit knowledge, autobiographical memories of behaviors, or emotions to support a particular self-conception. Thus, we argue that neuroticism and extraversion state levels can be flexibly and rapidly adapted toward the achievement of approach or avoidance goals. Although, due to our correlational design, we are not able to test this causal sequence directly, and necessarily our hypotheses are stated in covariation terms rather than in directional or causal terms.
Specifically, we hypothesize H-2: At the within-subject level, avoidance goals will be associated with greater levels of state neuroticism, relative to approach goals. H-3: At the within-subject level, approach goals will be associated with greater levels of state extraversion, relative to avoidance goals.
Subjective Well-Being (SWB) and Personality States
A second potential construct we expect to be associated with personality states are SWB states. The SWB construct is typically divided in this field into an affective component (PA and NA) and the more evaluative component of life satisfaction (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999) . Defined in this manner, the dispositional source of SWB has received considerable empirical support at the between-subjects level (Diener et al., 1999) . For example, in a recent meta-analysis (k = 19, n = 12,092) of the relation between personality and life satisfaction, Heller, Watson, and Ilies (2004) found a strong association for neuroticism (p = -.56, corrected for attenuation) and a moderate association for extraversion (p = .34, corrected for attenuation). With regard to the relation between personality and trait affectivity, Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, and Tellegen (1999) , in analyses based on a combined sample Heller et al. / PERSONALITY DYNAMICS 901 of 4,457 people, obtained a correlation of .58 between neuroticism and trait NA and a parallel correlation of .51 between extraversion and trait PA. Moreover, several personality researchers have argued conceptually that NA and PA are the affective core or "glue" of neuroticism and extraversion, respectively (for detailed discussions, see Watson & Clark, 1997 ; and recent work by Lucas, Diener, Grob, Suh, & Shao, 2000) .
Direct evidence supporting these associations at the within-subject level can be found in Fleeson et al. (2002) . They investigated the within-individual relation between state extraversion and PA. Similar to the between-subjects findings reviewed above, two diary studies indicated a robust positive association between these two constructs. Finally, in a third study, the experimental manipulation of state extraversion established a cause and effect sequence between extraversion and PA.
In the current study, we replicate and further extend these findings by examining the within-individual relationship between both neuroticism and extraversion states and all three indicators of SWB: PA, NA, and life satisfaction. Specifically, we hypothesize that the two affective personality states (i.e., neuroticism and extraversion) will be related to state ratings of SWB.
H-4: At the within-subject level, state extraversion will be positively related (H-4a) and state neuroticism will be negatively related (H-4b) to state life satisfaction. H-5: At the within-subject level, state extraversion will be positively related (H-5a) and state neuroticism will be negatively related (H-5b) to state PA. H-6: At the within-subject level, state extraversion will be negatively related (H-6a) and state neuroticism will be positively related (H-6b) to state NA.
Finally, combining our predictions for goals and well-being, we will test whether personality states partially mediate the association between goals and wellbeing. As described earlier, goals have energizing and directing properties such that personality states may be flexibly adapted toward goal achievement, which, in turn, may have implications for all three components of SWB. Indeed, the last link in this causal chain has received preliminary indirect support in that an experimental manipulation of state extraversion was shown to elicit changes in state PA (Fleeson et al., 2002) .
H-7: At the within-subject level, state neuroticism (H-7a) and state extraversion (H-7b) will partially mediate the association between goals and life satisfaction. H-8: At the within-subject level, state neuroticism (H-8a) and state extraversion (H-8b) will partially mediate the association between goals and PA. H-9: At the within-subject level, state neuroticism (H-9a) and state extraversion (H-9b) will partially mediate the association between goals and NA.
METHOD

Participants
We recruited 103 undergraduate students from the University of Waterloo. However, two participants did not complete any diary recordings and were excluded from the study, leaving 101 participants for further data analysis (69 females, 39 males, 3 unknown; M age = 18.59, SD age = 1.35). Participation in the study was voluntary in that participants had the option of choosing between completing a written assignment or participating in one study out of several studies conducted in the psychology department to obtain extra credit. Participants received one or two credits toward their Introductory Psychology course, depending on the number of diary entries completed. In addition, participants received a ticket for four draws of $50 for each completed diary recording.
Procedure
Due to time constraints, in a mass pretesting session, a random subset of study participants (n = 73) completed a measure of the Big-5 personality traits. A total of 3 to 8 weeks later, study participants (n = 101) began diary recordings on the Internet. Participants were sent a reminder e-mail every morning for 10 days with a link to the site where they would fill out the diary questionnaires. To minimize the effects of shared societal events, participants were run in two batches-43 in the first batch and 58 in the second-separated by an interval of approximately 10 weeks.
Because the diary measures were collected from the same individual and all measures were completed within the same diary recording sessions, we took several steps to control for common method biases. Following recommendations made by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) , we counterbalanced the presentation of items within some of the questionnaires, used questionnaires that each had a different response scale and scale anchors, and included negatively worded items. We also took steps to guarantee participants' anonymity by allowing them to create unique passwords that they entered each time they complete a diary recording. The rationale behind this was to help reduce biases such as social desirability, leniency, acquiescence, and demand characteristics (Podsakoff et al., 2003) .
Measures Included in Mass-Testing Session
A total of 45 markers selected from a large list of adjectives (Goldberg, 1992) were used to assess the Big-5 personality traits (i.e., nine markers per trait). Participants indicated their level of agreement with each 902 PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN marker on a 5-point scale (1 = very inaccurate to 5 = very accurate). Adequate internal reliabilities were obtained for extraversion (α = .86), agreeableness (α = .85), conscientiousness (α = .75), neuroticism (α = .78), and openness to experience (α = .74).
Diary Recordings
Participants made interval-contingent diary recordings three times a day for 10 consecutive days (including weekends), starting on a Monday. Specifically, they completed the diaries (a) between 11 a.m. and 2 p.m. (i.e., around lunch time), (b) between 4 p.m. and 7 p.m. (i.e., around dinner time), and (c) between 9 p.m. and 12 a.m. (i.e., before going to sleep). To ensure compliance with instructions, participants could only log on to the Web site during the specified times. The diaries included state measures of life satisfaction, Big 5, self-esteem, mood, and goals.
The 101 participants completed a total of 1,721 diary recordings (an average of 17.05 recordings per person, SD = 7.36), which is equivalent to an overall response rate of approximately 57%.
2 The overall response rate was computed as the ratio of the number of recordings received (1,719) to the maximum number of possible ratings (10 [days] × 3 [recordings per day] × 101 [participants] = 3,030). Importantly, as discussed above, the overall response rate includes only recordings that were completed at the three specified time intervals.
Measures in Diary Recordings
State life satisfaction. Participants completed the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) , a widely used index of life satisfaction. They were requested to indicate their agreement with five statements (e.g., "In most ways my life is close to ideal" and "I am satisfied with my life") using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Participants were instructed to complete these items based on their current momentary thoughts and feelings. Consequently, the wording of the items was slightly modified to be more congruent with momentary instructions (see also Heller, Watson, & Ilies, 2006) . The coefficient alpha for the scale was .81.
Current mood.
Participants completed the 20-item Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) . The PANAS assesses both positive and negative affect by asking participants to indicate "to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment" on a 5-point scale (1 = very slightly or not at all, 2 = a little, 3 = moderately, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = extremely) for 10 positive (e.g., determined, enthusiastic) and 10 negative (e.g., jittery, afraid) emotions. The coefficient alphas for the scales were .89 (NA) and .90 (PA).
Big-5 personality states. Participants completed a 10-item measure of the Big-5 dimensions, the Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003) . Participants were instructed to rate the degree to which each item described them during the past 2 hours (for similar instructions, see Fleeson, 2001 ). Ratings were made on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Each Big-5 factor was represented by two items (extraversion: extraverted and enthusiastic, reserved and quiet; agreeableness: critical and quarrelsome, sympathetic and warm; conscientiousness: dependable and self-disciplined, disorganized and careless; neuroticism: anxious and easily upset, calm and relaxed; openness to experience: open to new experiences and imaginative, conventional, and uncreative). Coefficient alphas for the scales were .60 (neuroticism), .62 (extraversion), .28 (openness to experience), .37 (agreeableness), and .39 (conscientiousness). The modest reliabilities reflect in part the fact that only two indicators were used to assess each Big-5 variable.
State self-esteem. Participants completed a short 4-item self-esteem scale (Cameron, Anthony, Logel, Holmes, & Wood, 2004) , modified from the original 10-item Rosenberg scale (1969). They were instructed to complete the measure based on their current momentary thoughts and feelings using a 9-point scale ranging from Very Strongly Disagree to Very Strongly Agree. The 4 items are "I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others," "I feel that I have a number of good qualities," "I certainly feel useless at times," and "At times I think I am no good at all." The coefficient alpha for the scale was .84.
Goals. Participants were asked to describe the primary goal that they had been working on in the past 2 hours. Participants then indicated whether their goal was best described as pursuing a positive outcome (approach goal) or, alternatively, as avoiding a negative outcome (avoidance goal).
Data Analyses
The diary data in this study have a multilevel structure in that each diary recording (e.g., momentary personality assessments) can be considered a lower level unit nested under the upper level unit of persons. Consequently, we analyzed our data using multilevel modeling techniques. Multilevel modeling can be understood intuitively as a two-stage series of iterative regressions (Byrk & Raudenbush, 1992) . At the first level of
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analysis (level 1), the relationship between the withinperson variables (e.g., state extraversion and approachavoidance goals) is investigated by regressing the criterion (e.g., state extraversion) on the predictor (e.g., approachavoidance goals) for each person in the study. At the second level (level 2), the parameters estimated at level 1 (intercepts and slopes) are regressed onto a unit vector, which actually estimates the pooled effect of the predictor on the criterion. Importantly, a random error term is introduced in the level 2 equations for both intercept and slope; this represents the random effect component of the model that will enable generalizations beyond the sample of this study.
We used Proc Mixed (SAS Institute, 1999; for a nontechnical introduction for using this procedure to fit multilevel models, see Singer, 1998) to test the hierarchical models in H-1 through H-9. In addition, we specified the AR(1) option in Proc Mixed (SAS Institute, 1999) for all models. This option specifies a first-order auto-regressive within-person variance-covariance error structure which takes into account time dependencies.
RESULTS
Initial Analyses
For a preliminary look at the nature of the diary recordings of personality states, we computed two aggregate parameters of these ratings for each individual: the mean and the standard deviation. We used a minimum of five diary recordings as the requirement for inclusion in these analyses. Thus, 13 participants (out of a possible 103) that completed four or fewer recordings were not included in these analyses. Table 1 presents findings regarding the association between these parameters and traditional global ratings of the Big-5 personality traits.
Interestingly, moderate and significant correlations were found between the aggregate mean levels of all five personality states, indicating associations between the baseline levels of ratings across the different personality state ratings. These associations may be indicative of the subtle effect of a responding style on the aggregated mean levels (Watson & Tellegen, 2002) . Similarly, substantial and positive associations (rs = .36-.54) were found between the aggregate standard deviation levels of all five personality states, suggesting the existence of a general individual difference in personality variability. That is, some individuals consistently vary more in their personality ratings over time compared with others.
The relation between the means and standard deviations of the personality states was statistically significant for neuroticism and (marginally) for conscientiousness. This finding of a weak-moderate relation between the two parameters of the personality states' distribution indicates that to a large extent, they are independent of each other and therefore, may each provide unique information.
With the exception of the marginally significant findings for neuroticism (r = .21, p < .10), small to moderate positive significant correlations were obtained for the aggregate mean levels of the personality states with their corresponding global traits (rs = .28-.59). However, the aggregate standard deviations, in turn, were not significantly related to their corresponding global traits (rs = .04-.22, ns), which suggests that variability in personality state ratings over time was not related to participants' Big-5 trait levels. Taken together, these findings indicate little evidence for convergence between the two NOTE: N = Neuroticism, E = Extraversion, O = Openness to Experience, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, n = 60 for correlations based on trait measures, n = 90, for correlations based on diary recordings only. *p < .05. **p < .01.
parameters of the diary measures and traditional trait assessments.
Tests of the Hypotheses
First, we investigated whether substantial withinindividual variance existed in Big-5 states (Hypothesis 1 [H-1] ). This is an important preliminary step in multilevel modeling because if no within-individual variance exists in the criteria, then there is no use in testing for within-individual associations (i.e., there is only betweenindividual variance to explain and only one level of analysis). We estimated a series of 3-level hierarchical models in which items were nested within diary recordings, which, in turn, were nested within persons.
3 These models partition the total variance of each criterion variable into within-individual (i.e., state variance), between-individual (i.e., trait variance), and item (i.e., error variance) components.
Both within-and between-individual variance estimates for all the Big-5 variables were significantly different than 0; moreover, the within-individual variance component was equal to or larger than the between-individual variance component. That is, as shown in Table 2 , withinindividual variance accounted for between 48% and 70% of the overall variance in the latent variables. For comparison purposes, Table 2 also presents the proportion of within-subject variability (out of the total variance) in selfesteem, life satisfaction, and mood. These comparisons show that the Big-5 personality states are considerably more variable within individuals than other constructs that are examined at the state level, such as self-esteem, life satisfaction, and PA, and similar in magnitude to NA.
These results support H-1 and suggest that hierarchical modeling of these data was appropriate and that there is substantial within-person variability in the dependent variables to potentially be explained. However, change per se is ambiguous, and it is important to show that these are meaningful fluctuations in satisfaction. Consequently, we proceed next to examine the findings related to our substantive hypotheses. In H-2 and H-3, we predicted that approach-avoidance goals will be associated with both state neuroticism and extraversion, respectively. Table 3 provides a summary of the multilevel regression equations and findings for these two hypotheses. In models 1 and 2, state neuroticism and state extraversion, respectively, were regressed on the approach and/or avoidance goals dichotomy at level 1. In support of H-2, state neuroticism was significantly and negatively associated with approach goals (γ 10 = -.34, p < .01). As predicted, participants reported higher levels of state neuroticism when pursuing avoidant goals relative to more approach goals. H-3 was also supported as evident in the significant and positive coefficient for goals in predicting state extraversion (γ 10 = .32, p < .01). As expected, participants reported higher levels of state extraversion when pursuing approach goals relative to more avoidant goals. 4 We also examined the relation between state personality and three indicators of SWB: life satisfaction, PA, and NA (H-4, H-5, and H-6, respectively). Table 4 reports the models and results of three multilevel regressions in which life satisfaction, PA, or NA were regressed on state personality at level 1. As hypothesized in H-4, state life satisfaction was positively and significantly associated with state extraversion (H-4a; γ 20 = .07; p < .01) and was negatively and significantly associated with state neuroticism (H-4b; γ 10 = -.12; p < .01). H-5 was supported in that PA was positively and significantly associated with state extraversion (H-5a; γ 20 = .19; p < .01) and was negatively and significantly associated with state neuroticism (H-5b; γ 10 = -.11; p < .01). In addition, support was obtained for H-5; as expected, NA was negatively and significantly associated with extraversion (H-6a; γ 20 = -.05; p < .01) and positively and significantly associated with neuroticism (H-6b; γ 10 = .23; p < .01).
Finally, we tested whether neuroticism and extraversion states partially mediated the association between goals and life satisfaction (H-7). To test for this causal sequence, we followed the procedures for testing mediation with regression analysis outlined by Sobel (1982) and Baron and Kenny (1986) , as well as the recommendations for applying these procedures to testing mediation in multilevel models provided by Krull and MacKinnon (1999) . We tested for the mediating effect via the a*b term-where a represents the direct effect of approach and/or avoidance goals on state personality, and b represents the unique effect of personality on life satisfaction-via the Sobel test.
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5 These analyses supported the hypothesized partial mediation for both neuroticism (Sobel test = 3.89, p < .001; H-7a) and extraversion (Sobel test = 3.68, p < .001; H-7b). In addition, the proportion of the total effect mediated jointly by neuroticism and extraversion was computed as (c−c')/c, where c represents the direct effect of goals on life satisfaction, and c' represents the effect of goals on life satisfaction after controlling for the effect of neuroticism and extraversion. Taken together, neuroticism and extraversion mediated a sizable proportion (61%) of the effect of approach and/or avoidance goals on life satisfaction.
As for the association between goals and PA, the hypothesized partial mediation for both neuroticism (Sobel test = 3.90, p < .001; H-8a) and extraversion (Sobel test = 3.92, p < .001; H-8b) were supported. Moreover, neuroticism and extraversion mediated a sizable proportion (49%) of the effect of approach and/or avoidance goals on PA. Regarding the association between goals and NA, the hypothesized partial mediation for both neuroticism (Sobel test = -4.05, p < .001; H-9a) and extraversion (Sobel test = -3.42, p < .001; H-9b) were supported. In addition, neuroticism and extraversion mediated a sizable proportion (57%) of the effect of approach and/or avoidance goals on NA.
DISCUSSION
The current study examined personality processes as they unfold over time in people's daily lives. Using a diary design and multilevel procedures, we examined the magnitude and meaning of the Big-5 personality states, including their nomological network. Specifically, we examined whether personality states are equivalent to personality traits in their relations with goals and SWB.
First, our findings indicate that the diary recordingseven at an aggregated level (i.e., the mean or standard deviation of personality states)-are not redundant with traditional trait-level assessments. Second, our findings regarding the magnitude of intra-individual variability indicate that (a) personality states were equally or more variable within individuals than between individuals; and (b) personality states were more variable within individuals than self-esteem, life satisfaction, and PA, and similar in magnitude to NA. These findings are generally consistent with those reported by Fleeson (2001) who, using the NOTE: n = 100 individuals (1,664 observations). Approach was coded as 1, and avoidance as 0. L1 = Level 1, N = neuroticism, E = extraversion. γ 00 = Intercept of Level 2 regression predicting β 0j . γ 10 = Intercept of Level 2 regression predicting β 1j (pooled Level 1 slopes). σ 2 = Variance in Level 1 residual (i.e., variance in r ij ). τ 00 = Variance in Level 2 residual for models predicting β 0j (i.e., variance in U 0 ). τ 11 = Variance in Level 2 residual for models predicting β 1j (i.e., variance in U 1 ). All random effects were estimated for all models. ** p < .01. NOTE: n = 101 individuals (1,718-1,719 observations). L1 = Level 1, L2 = Level 2, LS = life satisfaction, PA = positive affect, NA = negative affect, N = neuroticism, E = extraversion. γ 00 = Intercept of L2 regression predicting β 0j . γ 10 = Intercept of L2 regression predicting β 1j (pooled L1 slopes). γ 20 = Intercept of L2 regression predicting β 2j (pooled L1 slopes). σ 2 = Variance in Level 1 residual (i.e., variance in r ij ). τ 00 = Variance in L2 residual for models predicting β 0j (i.e., variance in U 0 ). τ 11 = Variance in L2 residual for models predicting β 1j (i.e., variance in U 1 ). τ 22 = Variance in L2 residual for models predicting β 2j (i.e., variance in U 2 ). All random effects were estimated for all models. ***p < .001. mean of standard deviations computed per person, found greater variance within individuals than between individuals, and similar intra-individual variation in the Big-5 states and in mood. It should be noted, however, that our estimates were obtained after statistically removing the effect of measurement error on the estimated magnitude of the within-individual variability. Thus, one can be fairly certain that the Big 5 display a substantial amount of intra-individual state-based variability.
Even greater support for the substantive import of this intra-individual variability can be found in the significant associations between variability in neuroticism and extraversion states and fluctuations in both short-term goals and momentary assessments of SWB. Our findings indicated that daily changes in approach and/or avoidance goals were related to intra-individual fluctuations in state reports of both neuroticism and extraversion. Specifically, approach goals relative to avoidance goals were associated with elevated levels of self-reported extraversion and a decrease in self-reported neuroticism.
Also, consistent with our predictions, we found that state extraversion and state neuroticism were related to fluctuations in the three components of SWB: life satisfaction, PA, and NA. That is, higher levels of extraversion were associated with an increase in life satisfaction and PA and a decrease in NA, whereas higher levels of neuroticism were associated with an increase in NA and a decrease in life satisfaction and PA. These findings are consistent with those obtained in between-subjects analyses (e.g., Heller et al., 2004) , but importantly, they indicate that these processes are operating within individuals over time such that changes in personality states have implications for fluctuations in well-being. Taken together, our findings help establish the nomological net of personality states by establishing their associations with both motivational and well-being constructs.
Theoretical Implications
These findings provide further support for the trait as a density distribution approach (Fleeson, 2001) in that states revealed similar associations to those of their corresponding personality traits. Thus, our findings provide additional evidence for the similarity between states and traits. They are especially intriguing given the temperamental and biological underpinnings of trait neuroticism and extraversion (Watson, 2000) that may suggest differences between these traits and their corresponding states. Future research should continue to explore the boundaries of this interesting equivalence between personality states and traits.
Our research was inspired by the Cognitive Affective Personality System (CAPS) approach (Mischel & Shoda, 1998) , which highlights the importance of studying within-individual processing dynamics, rather than the typical practice of averaging across situations. However, as pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, there is also an important difference between our study and the CAPS approach. Whereas Mischel and Shoda's focus is on situational variability, our focus, based on both Cattel's (1966) and Ozer's (1986) frameworks, is on the related, yet separate, notion of temporal variability. That is, in our study there is no clear "if situation, then behavior" sequence. Indeed, we urge other researchers to examine how personality states covary or are elicited by different situations. Options for such situational variables could be social roles (e.g., mother, CEO) or cultural cues (for a review, see Heller, Watson, Komar, Min, & Perunovic, in press ).
We would like to emphasize that intra-individual approaches to personality supplement rather than replace traditional trait approaches. Indeed, we believe that traits and states concepts are closely intertwined. As discussed earlier, states represent short-term manifestations of traits, whereas traits represent the accumulation of many states (Fleeson et al., 2002) . Stated differently, traits are a baseline from which people's states vary as individuals negotiate their daily lives across different situations and over time. Thus, an individual's standing on a trait as well as the variability in individual states are both important parameters in the study of personality (Brown & Moskowitz, 1998; Fleeson, 2001) .
The extent to which the intra-individual variability in personality states or trait conceptualizations is important depends on the researcher's purpose. The trait approach is suitable when quick, general, and noncontextual predictions are of interest. The intra-individual approach lends itself to (a) studying variation over time or situations, (b) predicting specific behaviors, and (c) exploring cues that elicit changes in personality, such as goals, expectations, and audience. Recent developments in methodology (diary studies, event-sampling procedures) and analytic tools (multilevel modeling, density distributions) have expanded the opportunities for researchers to combine the two approaches toward yielding a greater understanding of person × situation interactions.
Limitations and Future Research
An important limitation of the current study relates to our ability to draw causal inferences from our findings regarding the associations between personality states, goals, and SWB. We expected that personality states may partially mediate the association between goals and SWB and we found support for the hypothesized partial mediation for both neuroticism and extraversion. Taken together, neuroticism and extraversion
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mediated a sizable proportion (49%-61%) of the effect of goals on SWB.
However, we do acknowledge that these mediation tests do not establish this causal sequence with confidence and that additional research employing experimental designs is required. That being said, experimental manipulation methodology is difficult to apply to personal goals research , and furthermore, it lacks the ecological validity that is afforded by diary designs. The mediation analyses conducted in the current study were based on theoretical arguments, rather than on specific types of statistical analyses, and they can shed light on underlying psychological processes (Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005) .
However, although we argued conceptually for the goals causing personality states sequence, the reverse causal association is also plausible. It stands to reason that an extraverted state, for example, may lead a person to immediately pursue more of an approach relative to avoidance goals. In fact, it could be the case that both casual directions linking goals and personality states are operating simultaneously and thereby mutually reinforcing each other. This intriguing possibility should be examined by future research as it may further shed light on the process through which personality traits and long-term goals are related.
Another potential limitation of our study was the sole reliance on an undergraduate student population, which raises concerns regarding the representativeness of our findings. Future research employing both younger and older age samples is required to test the generalizability of our findings. For instance, will an older sample of individuals, characterized by both a more stable self-concept as well as a more stable environment, reveal the same amount of within-individual variability in personality as our sample? This type of inquiry is worthy of additional investigation.
On a related note, it would be interesting to examine the generalizability of our findings in more collectivistic cultures, which emphasize an interdependent self-construal rather than an independent self-construal. Based on previous cross-cultural research examining variability in mood (Oishi, Diener, Scollon, & BiswasDiener, 2004 ) and self-concept in hypothetical situations (Suh, 2002) , we would expect Asian samples to show greater variability in Big-5 personality states over time compared to North American ones.
An additional limitation of our study has to do with our exclusive reliance on self-reports and the related concern of common method variance. Specifically, having a single rater provide all the ratings and collect measures at the same point in time may have artificially inflated the associations. However, this reliance is justified given our interest in the subjective aspects of goals, personality, and well-being as they unfold over time within the person. In addition, our interest was in the rapid, contemporaneous associations between personality, goals, and SWB states. Thus, the diary approach was especially useful for our purpose as measurements are provided close in time to the occurrence of the phenomena. As described earlier, we took several steps to reduce the potential for common method variance according to recommendations made by Podsakoff et al. (2003) . However, we feel there is a need for future research to examine these associations, employing additional methodologies such as informant reports or observational methods.
It is also possible that repeatedly asking participants to complete the same measures and include instructions to report their recent or current thoughts and feelings may have led participants to believe that we expected to see changes over time.
6 Such demand characteristics may have created some artificial variability in the diary measures. However, several factors help mitigate this concern. First, our results showed that the diary measures were characterized by differing amounts of intraindividual variability. Moreover, as discussed earlier, we believe that this observed variability is meaningful because we found that fluctuations in personality were systematically related to goals and SWB. Thus, we argue that demand characteristics do not offer an adequate alternative explanation for our findings.
CONCLUSION
Because personality states and diary studies are relatively new to the field of psychology, many conceptual and methodological questions remain to be answered. Our preliminary findings of substantial amounts of variability in personality states that is systematically related to important motivation and well-being constructs point to their importance. We hope future research continues to address these questions and enhances our understanding of the nature and meaning of personality dynamics.
NOTES
1. On this point we diverge from the classic definition provided by Fiske and Rice (1955) of pure intra-individual variability as differences over time within a given situation. We opted not to follow this definition because, as these authors themselves acknowledge, it is doubtful whether an exact situation ever repeats itself. Moreover, as the exact and comprehensive dimensions for scaling situations still need to be worked out (Funder, 2001; West, 2003) , we opted to avoid this issue by focusing on the time dimension of the data box and collapsing across situations (for a similar practice, see also Fleeson, 2001 ).
